Introduction
Turkish people started to come to Germany as workers in 1960s. Since then, the Turkish population in Germany has been in a continuous increase. In 2002, Germany had a population of 82 million, and the population of Turkish people there had reached 2.5 million, including 500,000 Turkish, who were German citizens until 2002. 32% of Turks in Germany are under 18 years old and 71% are under 35 years old. Most Turkish youth living in Germany in 2000s are born in Germany (Goldenberg, 2000:9) .
It is stated that Germany's population will be 82.4 million in 2016. Of these, 18.6 million are of immigrant origin. 9.6 million of immigrant individuals have German citizenship. The oldest of the foreigners of immigrant origin are of Turkish descent. Migrants from Turkey are 2.8 million. These constitute 3.4 percent of the general population.
In the second place, there are 1.9 million immigrants from Poland. The reasons why the Polish people come to Germany are different. It is stated that these reasons are mostly asylum, defection, family, education and work. (Schu, 2017) .
Whether they are German citizens or not, Turkish people living in Germany have difficulty because they do not know the language of the country they live in sufficiently or they are unemployed, they have economic troubles or they cannot adapt to the German society for one reason or another. Another reason why individuals, especially young people, have problems is their parents' attitudes towards them. In traditional Turkish society, strong parent-child relationships are very common in the family. In the study regarding the relationships between the attitude and problems of parents, Kulaksızoğlu (2002 Kulaksızoğlu ( /2003 revealed that 71% of third generation Turkish young adults state that they miss their relatives in Turkey even though 83% of them were born in Germany. This shows that the family ties and kinship relations of Turkish society are strong.
43.3% of participants stated that they are afraid of sexual diseases. Germany, which experienced a more open and comfortable relationship of girls and boys than Turkey, is a country of young people begin sexual activity at an early age. The increasing prevalence of sexually transmitted diseases and the lack of treatment of certain diseases frighten young people who have active sexual life. Öztunç, Bilge and Bilge (2015) found that there is a difference in gender and income level variables in terms of personality disorders in their study on whether there is a difference between the interaction of gender, income level and personality disorders.
In some Turkish families in Germany, parents may show excessive protection or pressure and control over the child. Researches that study parent-child relationship between child rearing attitudes and children's responses have focused on two different parental attitudes: democratic attitude and authoritarian attitude.
Parents who demonstrate democratic attitudes towards children recognize and value them as separate individuals and encourage an independent personality development. Parents who behave in a democratic way respect the child as a person and pave the way for appropriate behavior according to the level of development. The child is granted equal rights within the family. The child's needs are met and unrequited love is shown. Parents who behave democratically use their reward and punishment in an intelligent way to control their children's behaviors and have healthy expectations about their behavior (Sprinhall ve Collins, 1884:218) .
Parents who have authoritarian attitude set standards for their child's behavior. He believes that the words of parents should be accepted as truth. In authoritarian families, the parent is strict, rigorous and controlled. Children are taught to be respectful to authority (Sprinthall and Collins, 1984:217) . Children who grow up with authoritarian attitudes are children who do not think flexibly and behave in an emotional way. This structure of thinking alienates the person to his/her environment and those who grow up with an authoritarian attitude are more likely to get along well with those who think like themselves (Daresh, 1978:479) .
It is widespread that the Turkish population's personality disorders can be explained by demographic characteristics that people have.
It is a matter of curiosity as to how the attitudes of child-rearing are in Turkish families living in Germany, whether their attitudes change with their stay in Germany or with their parents' education.
This study aims to examine the personal, social, collective and national identity fields of third generation Turkish young adults living in Germany and mostly in the ages of 15-30.
Method

Research Methodology
This study aims to examine the personal, social, collective and national identity areas of Turkish people living in Germany. In this study, the screening model is based on quantitative research methods. Screening models are studies of a whole group of the universe or a group or sample taken from this universe in order to reach a general opinion about the universe in a phase consisting of a large number of elements (Karasar, 2015) . The research has a quantitative methodology because numerical data is obtained as the result of the scale used in the research.
Data Collection Tool
In the study, Personal Information Sheet and an Individual Identity Scale are applied on the participants. 21 questions are asked on the personal information form. Personal information form questions are prepared by the authors.
Individual Identity Scale: Identity Questionnaire, from which the scale questions applied are adapted and prepared by Cheek ve Tropp (1995) , is translated to Turkish by Çoşkun (2004).
Data Analysis
When the scale data are analyzed, the SPSS 23.0 package program is used. According to the analysis results, tables are created. Comments are made using the data in the tables.
It is analyzed whether the data obtained in the study are normally distributed and it is seen that the data have normal distribution when the p value is greater than .05. Variance analysis and correlations or T-tests are prepared and applied according to the level of variables with descriptive analysis.  The income level of the participants' families perceived as 1.2% of middle income, 49.4% of middle income and 49.4% of income level. The income level perceived by the participants' families are lower middle income for 1,2%, middle income for 49,4% and upper middle income for 49,4%. In Table 2 , gender and scale total scores are checked by t test analysis to see whether there is a significant difference between personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, the homogeneity of group variances is controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variances test and it is seen that the groups are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). Table 2 shows that there is a significant difference between personal and social sub-dimensions regarding gender and scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p<0,05). Nevertheless, there is no significant difference between gender and scale total score and collective sub-dimension score (p>0,05). It is possible to state that the significant difference is favorable to women as a result of studying the mean scores ( ̅ ). This data shows that the genders of the participants differentiate the scale total score and the collective sub-dimension score as a factor, but not the personal and social sub-dimension scores. Table 3 is reviewed, it is seen that there is a very poor and positive (r=,122: p>0,05 ) relationship between the age of the individual and scale total score and sub-dimensions. In Table 4 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between marital status and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 4 is reviewed, it is found that there is no significant difference between marital status and scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p>0,05). This data can be interpreted as indicating that the marital status of the participants does not significantly change the scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimension scores. In Table 5 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between education status and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 5 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between educational status and scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p>0,05). Participants' educational status and scale total scores and personal, social and collective sub-dimensions are similar to each other and participants in married, single or divorced groups gave similar answers. In Table 6 , it is checked by t test analysis whether there is a significant difference between the educational status in Germany and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 6 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no meaningful difference between the educational status in Germany and the scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p>0,05). The data can be interpreted as the total score of the identity scale and the scores of personal, social and collective sub-dimensions do not vary in the case of receiving or not receiving education in Germany and the answers are similar. In Table 7 , it is checked by t test analysis whether there is a significant difference between occupational status and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 7 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference between occupational status and scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p>0,05). Participants with and without profession can be interpreted as having answers that are similar to scale questions and their scores are similar to each other. In Table 8 , the presence of a vocational certificate and the scale total scores are checked by t test analysis to see whether there is a significant difference between personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 8 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between scale status scores and sub-dimensions when there is a vocational certificate (p>0,05). This data can be interpreted as the fact that whether the participants have a vocational certificate or not does not differentiate the answers to the questions on the identity scale. In Table 9 , it is checked by t-test analysis whether there is a significant difference between the course/school completion to learn profession status and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 9 is reviewed, it was found that there is no significant difference between the course/school completion status to learn profession and scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p>0,05). It is possible to interpret that for the participants to complete their course/school to learn profession does not differentiate in a way to cause a significant change in the answers to the questions on the identity scale. In Table 10 , t test analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between the employment status and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 10 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between the employment status and scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p>0,05). This data can be expressed as there is no significant difference between the scores regarding whether the participants work or not. In Table 11 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between citizenship status and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 11 is reviewed, it is found that there is no significant difference between citizenship status and scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p>0,05). The fact that the participants are German, Turkish or both German and Turkish citizens does not affect the answers given to the identity scale. In Table 10 , t test analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between the generation living in Germany and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 10 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between the generation living in Germany and total scale scores and subdimensions (p>0,05). The scores the participants receive from the answers to the scale questions regarding which generation they are in Germany do not significantly differentiate. In Table 13 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between knowledge of German and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>,05). When Table 13 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between knowledge of German and scale total scores and sub-dimensions (p>0,05). It can be expressed that the participants' knowledge of German and the answers to the scale do not differentiate. In Table 14 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between knowledge of Turkish and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>, 05). When Table 14 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between knowledge of Turkish and scale total scores and sub-dimensions. It can be expressed that the participants' knowledge of Turkish and the answers to the scale do not differentiate. In Table 15 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between frequency of visiting Turkey and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>, 05). When Table 15 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between frequency of visiting Turkey and scale total scores and subdimensions. It can be expressed that the participants' frequency of visiting Turkey and the answers to the scale do not differentiate. In Table 16 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between father's educational status and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>, 05). When Table 16 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between father's educational status and scale total scores and subdimensions. It can be expressed that the participants' father's educational status and the answers to the scale do not differentiate. In Table 17 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between mother's educational status and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>, 05). When Table 17 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between mother's educational status and scale total scores and subdimensions. It can be expressed that the participants' mother's educational status and the answers to the scale do not differentiate. In Table 18 , ANOVA analysis is used to check whether there is a significant difference between the income level perceived Turkey and scale total scores, personal, social and collective sub-dimensions. Furthermore, homogeneous distributions of the groups controlled by the Test of Homogeneity of Variance test, in which group variances are homogeneously distributed (SH>, 05). When Table 18 is reviewed, it is seen that there is no significant difference between income level perceived and scale total scores and subdimensions. It can be expressed that the participants' income level perceived and the answers to the scale do not differentiate. The answers that individuals gave to the questionnaire on identity scale are analyzed in Table 19 and the levels of participation are determined. When Table 19 is reviewed, it is seen that the average scores of the participants in the overall questionnaire survey are generally important (between 2 and 3) or very important (between 3 and 4).
Findings
